3.1.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.1.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This sectionof the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)scusseshe significance of the
proposedVR Energy Park Project (Proposed Projectyreenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by
analyzing the increase in GHG emissions that would result, directly or indirectly, from
implementation of the Proposed Project, and examinin@tbposedroject relative to relevant
planning and policy benchmarks

Theanalysis is based on the review of existing resources, technical data, and applicable laws, regulations,
and guidelines, as well as the following technical reporsapee for the Proposed Project

e Greenhouse Gd&amissionslechnical Repotfor the JVR EnergyParkProject(AppendixP)

Comments received in response to the Notice of Prepai@ioR) included concerns regarding
evaluating the construction, operational, and cumulative impacts dPrumosedProject on the
environmentThese concerns atensideredn the preparation dhis sectiorwhere applicableA copy
of NOPand comment letters received in response thl@®eis included in AppendiA of this EIR.

3.1.3.1 Existing Conditions

Climate Change Overview

Climate change refers to any sigo@int change in measures of climate, such as temperature,
precipitation, or wind patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The
Earth’s temperature depends on the balance b

system.Mny factors, both mnatural and human, can
including variations 1in the sun’s energy T each
atmosphere and surface, and ichaffacis the amountofheah e “ g

retained by the Earth’s atmosphere (EPA 2017)

The “greenhouse ef fe-upofheatintheaimosphere firppesphere) nean d b
the Earth’s surface. The greenhoatBreefoldfiofess t t r
as follows: Shortvave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth; the Earth emits a
portion of this energy in the form of lorgave radiation; and GHGs in the upper atmosphere

absorb this longvave radiation and emit it intspace and toward the Earth. The greenhouse effect

is a mnatural process that contributes to regu
emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared radiation that gets
absorbedbefer escaping into space, thus enhancing t1l
surface temperature to rise.

October 2020 10743
JVR Energy Park Project Draft EIR 3.1.31




3.1.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The scientific record of the Earth’”s c¢climate
wide range of time scales and that, in gaheclimate changes prior to the Industrial Revolution

in the 1700s can be explained by natural causes, such as changes in solar energy, volcanic
eruptions, and natural changes in GHG concentrations. Recent climate changes, in particular the
warming obsered over the past century, however, cannot be explained by natural causes alone.
Rather, it is extremely likely that human activities have been the dominant cause of that warming
since the migwentiethcentury and are the most significant driver of observed climate change
(EPA 2017; IPCC 2013). Continued emissions of GHGs will cause further warming and changes
in all components of the climate system, which is discussed flréhew under Potential Effets

of Climate Change.

Greenhouse Gases

As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g), for purposes of administering
many of the state’s primary GHG emissions r1ed
(COz), methane (CH, nitrous oxide (NO), hydrofluorocarbonfHFCs) perfluorocarbons, sulfur
hexafluoride (SF), and nitrogen trifluoride (Nd} (see alsahe California Environmental Quality

Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15364.5). Some GHGs, such as C8s, and NO, occur

naturaly and are emitted to the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of
these gases, COand CH are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities.
Manufactured GHGs, which have a much greater-absbrption potential than GQOinclude

fluorinated gases, such B$-Cs hydrochlorofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and, 8Rd are

associated with certain industrial products and processes.

The following paragraphs provide a summary of the GHGs that are estimated Qalifornia
Emissions Estimator ModéCalEEModa nd rel evant to ™ his section’

Carbon Dioxide (CQ). COzis a naturally occurring gas and afmpduct of human activities, and

is the principal anthropogenic ONdtGral sobhraesofa f f e ¢
CQzinclude respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; volcanic
out-gassing; and decomposition of dead organic matter. Human activities that generare CO

the combustion of coal, oil, natural gas, and wood.

1 Climateforcing substances inclu@&HGsand other substangesich as black carbonand aerosolsThi s s ect i o1
analysis focuses on the GHGs that are estimated by CalEEMod. However, a brief description of other climate
forcing substances is provided in Appendix P for information purposes.

2 The descriptions ofheseGHGs are summarized from th&ergovernmental Panel on Climate ChaigrCC)

Second Assessment Report (IPCC 1995), IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 200@)fahaa Air
Resources Boatrds Glossary of Ter aies (CARB 2018), and) S HERvirdnmental n t
Protection Agencys Gl ossary of Climate Change Terms (EPA 2016
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Methane (CHy). CHa4 is a flammable gas and is the main component of natural gas. Methane is
produced through anaerobic (without oxygen) decomposition of waste in landfills, flooded rice
fields, animaldigestion, decomposition of animal wastes, production and distribution of natural
gas and petroleum, coal production, and incomplete fossil fuel combustion.

Nitrous Oxide (NO). Sources of MO include soil cultivation practices (microbial processes in
soil and water), especially the use of commercial and organic fertilizers, manure management,
industrial processes (such as in nitric acid production, nylon production, andfdies$iled

power plants), vehicle emissions, and the use2@f &s a propellar(such as in rockets, racecars,

and aerosol sprays).

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFs). SFs is a potent greenhouse gas; over a-®&r period, SHs 23,900
times more effective at trapping infrared radiation than an equivalent amount of carbon dioxide.
SFKsis also a very stable chemical, with an atmospheric lifetime of 3,200 years.

The most common use for 8B as an electrical insulator in higleltage equipment that transmits

and distributes electricitysince the 1950s, the U.S. electric power industy used SFwidely

in circuit breakers, gassulated substations, and other switchgear used in the transmission system
to manage the high voltages carried between generation stations and customer load centers.
Fugitive emissions of Sfean escape from gansulated substations and switchgear through seals
and can also be released during equipment installation and when equipment is opened for
servicing.Several factors affect SEmissions from electric power systems, such as the type and
age of the equipent (e.g., older circuit breakers can contain up to 2,000 poundssoivBife

modern breakers usually contain less than 100 pounds) and the handling and maintenance
procedures practiced by the utilities.

GHGs in the atmosphere can contribute to climagngk both directly and indirectly. Direct
effects occur when the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when chemical
transformations of the substance produce other GHGs, when a gas influences the atmospheric
lifetimes of other gass, and/or when a gas affects atmospheric processes that alter the radiative
balance of the Earth (e.g., affect cloud formation or albedo) (IPCC 2007).

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) developed global warming potential
(GWP)valuesto compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another
gas. The GWP of a GHG is defined as the ratio of the-iimegrated radiative forcing from the
instantaneous release of 1 kilogram of a trace substance relative taltkdogfam of a reference

gas (IPCC 2014). The reference gas used ig; Gli@refore, GWRveighted emissions are
measured in metric tons (MT) of G@quivalent (CQe).
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3.1.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CalEEMod (Version 2016.3)ZCAPCOA 2017 used in this analysis assumes that the GuvP
CHa is 25 (so emissions of 1 MT of GHlre equivalent to emissions of 25 MT of £Cand the
GWPforNO 1s 298, based on the ITPCC’”s Fourth Ass

Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Per theU.S. Environmental Protection Agen¢ &£PA)(Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1992016, total U.S. GHG emissions were approximately 6,511 million
metric tons (MMT) CQe in 2016 (EPA 2018). The primary GHG emitted by human activities in
the United States was GQvhichrepresented approximately 81% of total GHG emissions (5,313
MMT COze). The largest source of @Oand of overall GHG emissions, was fodail
combustion, which accounted for approximately 94% ot €@issions in 2016 (4,966 MMT
COze). Relative to 1990,rgss U.S. GHG emissions in 2016 were higher by 5%, down from a high
of 16% above 1990 levels in 2007. GHG emissions decreased from 2015 to 2016 by 2% (83 MMT
COee), and overall, net emissions in 2016 were 12% below 2005 levels (EPA 2018).

AccordingtoCali o r n i a2036 GHG @nfissions inventory (2018 edition), California emitted
429 MMT CQe in 2016, including emissions resulting from -otsstate electrical generation
(CARB 20148). The sources of GHG emissions in California include transportation,tigdus
electric power production from both-state and oubf-state sources, residential and commercial
activities, agriculture, high GWP substances, and recycling and waste. The California GHG
emission source categories and their relative contributioP8lif are presented in Table 3:1,
Greenhousé&asEmissions Sources in California.

Between 2000 and 2015, peapita GHG emissions in California have dropped from a peak of
14.0 MT per person in 2001 to 10.8 MT per person in 2015, representing a 23%asdedn
addition, total GHG emissions in 2015 were approximately 11 MMTeCl@ss thar2014
emissions (CARB 20%).

According to the GHG inventory data compiled by the Energy Policy Initiative C@ER¢C), in
2010, San Diego County emitted 34.5 MMT £CEPIC 2013). As outlined in Table 3312, San
Diego CountyGreenhouse Gdsmissions by Sectors, 42% of these emisswa® generated by
onroad transportation sourceSimilar to emissions trends statewide, electricity generation is the
second biggestraitter.

Potential Effects of Climate Change

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through
uncertain impacts related to future air tempe
Synthesis Report inchted that warming of the climate system is unequivecal since the 1950s,

many of the observed changes are unprecedented over decades to millennia. Signs that global
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climate change has occurred include warming of the atmosphere and ocean, dimmisinets a
of snow and ice, and rising sea levels (IPCC 2014).

Although climate change is driven by global atmospheric conditions, climate change impacts are
felt locally. A scientific consensus confirms that climate change is already affecting California.
The average temperatures in California have increased, leading to more extreme hot days and
fewer cold nights; shifts in the water cycle have been observed, with less winter precipitation
falling as snow, and both snowmelt and rainwater running off earlibeigear; sea levels have

risen; and wildland fires are becoming more frequent and intense due to dry seasons that start
earlier and end later (CAT 2010a, 2010b). A brief summary of current and future climate change
impacts to resource areas in Califorr@a discussed in Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate
Risk (CNRA 2014), is provided below. Additional discussion is provided in Appdhdix

Agriculture. Some of the specific challenges faced by the agricultural sector and farmers include
more drastic and unpredictable precipitation and weather patterns; extreme weather events;
significant shifts in water availability and water quality; changes in padliingéfecycles;
temperature fluctuations; increased risks from invasive species and weeds, agricultural pests, and
plant diseases; and disruptions to the transportation and energy infrastructure supporting
agricultural production.

Biodiversity and HabitatSpecific climate change challenges to biodiversity and habitat include
species migration, range shift, and novel combinations of species; pathogens, parasites, and
disease; invasive species; extinction risks; changes in the timing of seasenalléferents; food

web disruptions; and threshold effects (1.c¢€.
point” beyond which irreversible damage or |1

Energy. Specific climate change challenges for the energy sector include tempetatiuetihg
precipitation patterns, increasing extreme weather events, and sea level rise. Increasing temperatures
and reduced snowpack negatively impact the availability of a steady flow of snowmelt to hydroelectric
reservoirs. Higher temperatures alsoumthe capacity of thermal power plants since power plant
cooling is less efficient at higher ambient temperatures. Natural gas infrastructure in coastal California
is threatened by sea level rise and extreme storm events.

Forestry. The most significantlimate change related risk to forests is accelerated risk of wildfire

and more frequent and severe droughts. Droughts have resulted in more large scale mortalities and
combined with increasing temperatures have led to an overall increase in wildfirénts&ased

wildfire intensity subsequently increases public safety risks, property damage, fire suppression and
emergency response costs, watershed and water quality impacts, and vegetation conversions.
These factors contribute to decreased forest grayetbgraphic shifts in tree distribution, loss of

fish and wildlife habitat, and decreased carbon absorption.
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Ocean and Coastal Ecosystems and Resour&es level rise, changing ocean conditions, and
other climate change stressors are likely to exacehtiagestanding challenges related to ocean

and coastal ecosystems in addition to threatening people and infrastructure located along the
California coastline and in coastal communities.

Public Health. Climate change can impact public health through vammvironmental changes and is

the largest threat to human health in tienty-first century. Changes in precipitation patterns affect
public health primarily through potential for altered water supplies and extreme events such as heat,
floods, droughtsand wildfires. Increased frequency, intensity, and duration of extreme heat and heat
waves is likely to increase the risk of mortality due to-helated iliness, as well as exacerbate existing
chronic health conditions. Other extreme weather eventialsetb negatively impact air quality and
increase or intensify respiratory illness such as asthma and allergies.

Transportation.The transportation industry is vulnerable to climate change risks, including sea level rise
and erosion, which threaten maroastal California roadways, airports, seaports, transit systems, bridge
supports, and energy and fueling infrastructure. Increasing temperatures and extended periods of extreme
heat threaten the integrity of the roadways and rail lines. Other formsaeshexveather events, such as
extreme storm events, can negatively impact infrastructure, which can impair movement of people and
goods, or potentially block evacuation routes and emergency atoessays Increased wildfires,

flooding, erosion risks, faslides, mudslides, and rockslides can all profoundly impact the transportation
system and pose a serious risk to public safety.

Water. Climate change could seriously impact the timing, form, amount of precipitation, runoff patterns,
and frequency and&erity of precipitation events. Higher temperatures reduce the amount of snowpack
and lead to earlier snowmelt, which can impact water supply availability, natural ecosystems, and winter
recreation. Water supply availability during the intense dry summethsis heavily dependent on the
snowpack accumulated during the winter time. Increased risk of flooding has a variety of public health
concerns including water quality, public safety, property damage, displacement atfidgsbst mental

health problemdProlonged and intensified droughts can also negatively affect groundwater reserves and
result in increased overdraft and subsidence.

In March 2016, the California Natural Resources Age(CWNRA) released Safeguarding
California: Implementation Action Bhs, a document that shows how California is acting to
convert the recommendations contained in the 2014 Safeguarding California plan into action
(CNRA 2016). Additionally, in May 2017, theNRA released the draft Safeguarding California
Plan: 2017 Updateyhich is a survey of current programmatic responses for climate change and
contains recommendations for further actions (CNRA 2017).

The CNRA releaseBafeguarding California Plan: 2018 Updatdanuary 2018, which provides
a roadmap for state agenci@s grotect communities, infrastructure, services, and the natural
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environment from climate change impacts. The 2018 Safeguarding California Plan includes 69
recommendations across 11 sectors and more than 1,000 ongoing actions and next steps developed
by sdentific and policy experts across 38 state agencies (CNRA 2018).

Carbon Sequestration

Carbon sequestration is the process by whichi€@moved from the atmosphere and deposited into
a carbon reservoir (e.g., vegetation). Trees and vegetation take iino@Cthe atmosphere during
photosynthesis, break down the £28iore the carbon within plant parts, and release the oxygen back
into the atmosphere (CARB 2015). A developmenttiaioves or disturbs existing vegetatiesults

in potential release of sequestered carbon to the atmosphere,ash@® would not have been
released had there been no land use type change. The plan@mgtcdes and vegetation would store
new carbon as their wood mass increases via normal growth.

3.1.3.2 Regulatory Setting

The following text describes executive orders, legislation, regulations, court decisions, and other
plans and policies that would datéy or indirectly reduce GHG emissions and/or address climate
change issues.

Federal

Massachusetts v. EPAn Massachusetts v. ERApril 2007), the U.S. Supreme Court directed

the EPAAdministrator to determine whether GHG emissions from new motorleslgause or
contribute to air pollution that may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare,
or whether the science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision. In December HRR, the
Administrator signed a final rule with the folling two distinct findings regarding GHGs under
Section 202(a) of the federal Clean Air Act:

e The Administrator found that elevated concentrations of GHGE,, CHs, N20, HFCs
perfluorocarbons, and $Fin the atmosphere threaten the public health andaveelbf
current and future generations. This 1s th

e The Administrator further found the combined emissions of GHGS,, CHi, N2O, and
HFCs—from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG air
pollutont hat endangers public health and wel far

These two findings were necessary to establish the foundation for regulation of GHGs from new
motor vehicles as air pollutants under the Clean Air Act.
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Energy Independencend Security Act.The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007
(December 2007), among other key measures, would do the following, which would aid in the
reduction of national GHG emissions:

e Increase the supply of alternative fuel sources by settimgradatory Renewable Fuel
Standard requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022.

e Set atarget of 35 miles per gallon for the combined fleet of cars and light trucks by model
year 2020 and direct the National Highway T@af8afety Administration (NHTSA) to
establish a fuel economy program for mediamd heavyduty trucks and create a separate
fuel economy standard for work trucks.

e Prescribe or revise standards affecting regional efficiency for heating and cooling products
and procedures for new or amended standards, energy conservation, energy efficiency
labeling for consumer electronic products, residential boiler efficiency, electric motor
efficiency, and home appliances.

Federal Vehicle Standarddn response to the U.Supreme Court ruling iMassachusetts v. ERPA

the George W. Bush Administration issued Executive Order (EO) 13432 in 2007 directing EPA, the
Department of Transportation, and the Department of Energy to establish regulations that reduce GHG
emissions fronmotor vehicles, nonoad vehicles, and nenoad engines by 2008. In 2009, the NHTSA
issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency and GHG emissions from cars anduigttrucks for

model year 2011; and, in 2010, the EPA and NHTSA issued a finatgulating cars and liglauty

trucks for model years 2012016 (75 FR 2532425728).

In 2010, President Obama issued a memorandum directing the Department of Transportation,
Department of Energy, EPA, and NHTSA to establish additional standards regarding fu
efficiency and GHG reduction, clean fuels, and advanced vehicle infrastructure. In response to this
directive, the EPA and NHTSA proposed stringent, coordinated federal GHG and fuel economy
standards for model years 202025 lightduty vehicles. The pposed standards projected to
achieve 163 grams per mile of €8y model year 2025, on an average industry figde basis,

which is equivalent to 54.5 miles per gallon if this level were achieved solely through fuel
efficiency. The final rule was adopted2012 for model years 2032021 (77 FR 6262463200).

On April 2, 2018, thé&ePA Administrator signed the Miterm Evaluation Final Determination,
which finds that the model year 202025 GHG standards are not appropriate in light of the
record before th EPA and, therefore, should be revised (EPA 2018).

In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and-liity trucks described above, in 2011, the
EPA and NHTSA announced fuel economy and GHG standards for medndrheavyduty
trucks for model yaa 20142018 (76 FR 571067513). The standards for @@missions and
fuel consumption are tailored to three main vehicle categories: combination tractorsgbavy
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pickup trucks and vans, and vocational vehicles. According to the EPA, this regulaigrgnpr
will reduce GHG emissions and fuel consumption for the affected vehicles by 6% to 23% over the
2010 baselines.

In August 2016, the EPA and NHTSA announced the adoption of the phase two program related
to the fuel economy and GHG standards for mediand heawyduty trucks. The phase two
program will apply to vehicles with model years 2018 through 2027 for certain trailers, and model
years 2021 through 2027 for setnicks, large pickup trucks, vans, and all types of sizes of buses
and work trucks. Thénal standards are expected to lower@&missions by approximately 1.1
billion MT and reduce oil consumption by up to 2 billion barrels over the lifetime of the vehicles
sold under the program (EPA and NHTSA 2016).

The Current Administration Presidenfrump and the EPA have stated their intent to halt various
federal regulatory activities to reduce GHG emissi@alifornia and other states have stated their
intent to challenge federal actions that would delay or eliminate GHG reduction measuresgand hav
committed to cooperating with other countries to implement global climate change initiatives. The
timing and consequences of these types of federal decisions and potential responses from
California and other states are speculative at this time.

State

The statewide GHG emissions regulatory framework is summarized below by category: state climate
change targets, building energy, renewable energy and energy procurement, mobile sources, solid
waste, water, and other state regulations and goals. Refep&m@digP for an expanded list of state

laws, regulations, and policies related to GHG emissions and climate change.

State Climate Change Targets

EO S3-05. EO S$3-05 (June 2005) established the following statewide goals: GHG emissions
should be reduced @000 levels by 2010, GHG emissions should be reduced to 1990 levels by
2020, and GHG emissions should be reduced to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.

As sembly Bill 32 and CARBMhijurthérdnéemidhe goaldehtablisiged S ¢ o
in EO S3-05, the Legislature enacted Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.

Under AB 32, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsiblentbisarecognized as

having the expertise to carry out and develop the programs and requirements necessary to achieve
the GHG emissions reduction mandate of AB 32. Under AB 32, CARB must adopt regulations
requiring the reporting and verification of stateerild@HG emissions from specified sources. This
program is used to monitor and enforce compliance with established standards. CARB also is
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required to adopt rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible-and cost
effective GHG emissiomeductions. AB 32 relatedly authorized CARB to adopt mabksed
compliance mechanisms to meet the specified requirements. Finally, CARB is ultimately
responsible for monitoring compliance and enforcing any rule, regulation, order, emission
limitation, emssion reduction measure, or marketsed compliance mechanism adopted.

In 2007, CARB approved a limit on the statewide GHG emissions level for year 2020 consistent
with the determined 1990 baseline (427 MMT £Q . CARB’ s adoption of
accaodance with Health and Safety Code Section 38550.

Further, in 2008, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change
(Scoping Plan) in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 38561. The Scoping Plan
establishesanoverallframew k f or the measures that will be
emissions for various emission sources/sectors to 1990 leve(2by The Scoping Plan evaluates
opportunities for sectespecific reductions, integrates all CARB and Climate Action Tearty

actions and additional GHG reduction features by both entities, identifies additional measures to
be pursued as regulations, and outlines the role of-amapade program.

In 2014, CARB adopted the First Update to the Climate Change ScopingBRlkling on the

Framework (First Update). The stated purpose o
date in reducing its GHG emissions and lay the foundation for establishing a broad framework for
continued emission reductionsbeyon 2 0 20, on the path to 80% bel ow

Update found that California is on track to meet the 2020 emissions reduction mandate established by
AB 32, and noted that California could reduce emissions further by 2030 to levels squarelyith

those needed to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 if the state realizes
the expected benefits of existing policy goals (CARB 2014).

In conjunction with the First Upanprisiegma@ARB 1 «

2

components of the state’s economy to evaluate
will be needed to meet the state’s more expan
areas are energy transportation (vehicles/eneid, sustainable communities, housing, fuels, and
infrastructure), agriculture water waste management, and natural and working lands. The First
Update identifies key recommended actions for each sector that will facilitate achievement of EO

S3-0 5° s redurtiodgoal (CARB 2014).

Based on CARB’s research efforts presented 1in
of technologies mneeded to reduce emissions th
demand reduction through efficiencydaactivity changes; largecale electrification of enoad

vehicles, buildings and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel supplies; and the
rapid market penetration of efficient and clean energy technologies (CARB 2014).
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In January 201 7CARB released The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Second Update)

for public review and comment (CARB 2037 . This wupdate proposeces (
achieving the state’s 2030 GHG target his estal
section under the heading SB 32 and AB 197).
Governing Board on December 14, 2017 (CARB 2)17

EO B-30-15. EO B-30-15 (April 2015) identified an interim GHG reductiterget in support of

targets previously idgified under EO $-05 and AB 32. EO B(0-15 set an interim target goal

of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 to keep California on its
trajectory toward meeting or exceeding the lbeign goal of reducing statewide GHG esmss

to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 as set forth in EB®OS. To facilitate achievement of this goal,
EOB3015 calls for an update to CARB’s Scoping
MMT COze. The EO also calls for state agencies to coatboudevelop and implement GHG
emission reduction programs in support of the reduction targets-E¥E1B does not require local
agencies to take any action to meet the new interim GHG reduction target.

SB 32 AB 197, and EO B55-18. SB 32 and AB 197enacted in 2016) are companion bills that set a

new statewide GHG reduction target, make chang
oversight of CAlded actvited, anchexpard disseminatigreof GHG and other air
quality-related emissions data to enhance transparency and accountability. More specifically, SB 32
codified a 2030 emissions reduction target that requires CARB to ensure that statewide GHG emissions
are reduced to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. AB 197 establish#mirtheegislative Committee on

Climate Change Policies, consisting of at least three members of the Senate and three members of the
Assembly, to provide ongoing oversight over 1 mg
adds two members tife Legislature to CARB as nonvoting membeguires CARB to make available

and update (at least annually via its website) emissions data for GHGs and other pollutants from reporting
facilities, and requires CARB to identify specific information for Gld@issions reduction measures

when updating the Scoping Pl#O B551 8 ( September 2018) establish
achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net
negative emissionsthereaftetft hi s executive order directs CARB 1
to ensure future Scoping Plans i1dentify and 1 ec

SB 605 and SB 1383SB 605 (2014) requires CARB to complete a comprehengiategy to

reduce emissions ahortlived climate pollutantsSLCP$ in the state; SB 1383 (2016) required
CARB to approve and implement the SLCP reduction strategy. SB 1383 also establishes specific
targets for the reduction of SLCPs (40% below 2013 &bgl2030 foilCH4 and HFCs, and 50%

below 2013 levels by 2030 for anthropogenic black carbon), and provides direction for reductions
from dairy and livestock operations and landfills. Accordingly, and as mentioned above, CARB
adopted its Shoittived Climae Pollutant Reduction Strategy (SLCP Reduction Strategy) in
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March 2017. The SLCP Reduction Strategyablishes a framework for the statewide reduction
of emissions of black carbon, methane, and fluorinated gases.

Building Energy

Title 24, Part 6 Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations was established in 1978 and serves

2

to enhance and regulate California’s building

reduce GHG emissions, Part 6 of Title 24 specifically establishes Building Energieidfi
Standards that are designed to ensure new and existing buildings in California achieve energy
efficiency and preserve outdoor and indoor environmental quality. The California Energy
Commission(CEC)is required by law to adopt standards every 3s/daat are cost effective for
homeowners over the 3@ar lifespan of a building. These standards are updated to consider and
incorporate new eneregfficient technologies and construction methods. As a result, these
standards save energy, increase el@ttrsupply reliability, increase indoor comfort, avoid the
need to construct new power plants, and help preserve the environment.

Title 24, Part 11 In addition to theCEC s efforts, in 2008, t he Ca

2

Commi ssion adopted the mnation’s first green
Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 24) is commonly referred to as CALGreen, and establishes minimum
mandatonstandards as well as voluntary standards pertaining to the planning and design of sustainable
site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water
conservation, material conservation, and interior air qudlitg. CALGreen standards took effect in
January 2011 and instituted mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all ground
up, new construction of commercial, loge residential, and statsvned buildings, schools, and
hospitals. The CALGree2016 standards became effective on January 1, 2017.

Title 20. Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations requires manufacturers of appliances to
meet state and federal standards for energy and water efficiency. Performance of appliances must
be certiied through the CEC to demonstrate compliance with standards. New appliances regulated
under Title 20 include refrigerators, refrigerataezers, and freezers; room air conditioners and
room airconditioning heat pumps; central air conditioners; spatanditioners; vented gas space
heaters; gas pool heaters; plumbing fittings and plumbing fixtures; fluorescent lamp ballasts;
lamps; emergency lighting; traffic signal modules; dishwashers; clothes washers and dryers;
cooking products; electric motorsw voltage drytype distribution transformers; power supplies;
televisions and consumer audio and video equipment; and battery charger systems. Title 20
presents protocols for testing for each type of appliance covered under the regulations, and
appliancesnust meet the standards for energy performance, energy design, water performance
and water design. Title 20 contains three types of standards for appliances: federal and state
standards for federally regulated appliances, state standards for fedgralya® appliances, and

state standards for ndaderally regulated appliances.
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AB 1109.Enacted in 2007, AB 1109 required the CEC to adopt minimum energy efficiency
standards for general purpose lighting, to reduce electricity consumption 50% for indoor
residential lighting and 25% for indoor commercial lighting.

Renewable Energy and Energy Procurement

SB 1078 SB 1078 (2002) established tRenewables Portfolio Standaf@dR program, which
requires an annual increase in renewable generation by titiesiglquivalent to at least 1% of

sales, with an aggregate goal of 20% by 2017. This goal was subsequently accelerated, requiring
utilities to obtain 20% of their power from renewable sources by 2010.

SB 1368 SB 1368 (2006) requires the CEC to develog adopt regulations for GHG emission
performance standards for the letegm procurement of electricity by local publicly owned
utilities. These standards must be consistent with the standards adoptedChjiftraia Public
Utilities Commission This efbrt will help protect energy customers from financial risks
associated with investments in carbotensive generation by allowing new capital investments
in power plants whose GHG emissions are as low as or lower than new cotysieedatural

gas plantdy requiring imported electricity to meet GHG performance standards in California and
by requiring that the standards be developed and adopted in a public process.

SBX1 2 SB X1 2 (2011) expanded the RPS by establishing that 20% of the total elestiidity

to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2013, and 33% by December 31, 2020,
and in subsequent years be secured from qualifying renewable energy sources. Under the bill, a
renewable electrical generation facility is one that usewdns, solar thermal, photovoltaic, wind,
geothermal, fuel cells using renewable fuels, small hydroelectric generation of 30 megawatts or
less, digester gas, municipal solid waste conversion, landfill gas, ocean wave, ocean thermal, or
tidal current, and @t meets other specified requirements with respect to its location. In addition

to the retail sellers previously covered by the RPS, SB X1 2 added local, publicly owned electric
utilities to the RPS.

SB 350 SB 350 (2015) further expanded the RPS by é&istabg that 50% of the total electricity

sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2030, be secured from qualifying
renewable energy sources. In addition, SB 350 includes the goal to double the energy efficiency
savings in electrict and natural gas final end uses (such as heating, cooling, lighting, or class of
energy uses on which an energy efficiency program is focused) of retail customers through energy
conservation and efficiency. The bill also requires@laéfornia Public Utities Commissionin
consultation with the CEC, to establish efficiency targets for electrical and gas corporations
consistent with this goal.
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SB 100 SB 100 (2018) increased the standards set forth in SB 350 establishing that 44% of the total
electricitysold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2024, 52% by December 31,
2027, and 60% by December 31, 2030 be secured from qualifying renewable energy sources. SB 100
states that it is the policy of teate that eligible renewable eggresources and zecarbon resources

supply 100% of the retail sales of electricity to California. This bill requires that the achievement of 100%
zeracarbon electricity resources do not increase the carbon emissions elsewhere in the western grid and
that the achievement not be achieved through resource shuffling

Mobile Sources

AB1493I n response to the transportation sector
COz emissions, AB 1493 (2002) required CARB to set GHG emission standards for passenger
vehicles, lightduty trucks, and other vehicles primarily used for noncommercial personal
transportation. The bill specifically required that CARB set GHG emission stenftar motor

vehicles manufactured in 2009 and all subsequent model years. CARB adopted the standards in
September 2004. The ne@arm (20092012) standards were estimated to result in a reduction of
about 22% in GHG emissions compared to the emissionstfre 2002 fleet, while the migrm
(2013-2016) standards were estimated to result in a reduction of about 30%.

EO S1-07. Issued on January 18, 2007, E€1-87 sets a decliningow Carbon Fuel Standard

for GHG emissions measured in ¢&Qyrams per unit dliel energy sold in California. The target

of theLow Carbon Fuel Standarsl to reduce the carbon intensity of California passenger vehicle
fuels by at least 10% by 2020. The carbon intensity measures the amount of GHG emissions in the
lifecycle of a fud including extraction/feedstock production, processing, transportation, and final
consumption, per unit of energy delivered. CARB adopted the implementing regulation in April
2009. The regulation is expected to increase the production of biofuels,imgchhdse from
alternative sources, such as algae, wood, and agricultural waste.

SB 375 SB 375 (2008) addresses GHG emissions associated with the transportation sector through
regional transportation and sustainability plans. SB 375 required CARB taegloptl GHG reduction

targets for the automobile and lightck sector for 2020 and 2035. Regional metropolitan planning
organizations are then responsible for preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within their
Regional Transportation PI&RTP). The goal of the SCS is to establish a forecasted development pattern
for the region that, after considering transportation measures and policies, will achieve, if feasible, the
GHG reduction targets. If a SCS is unable to achieve the GHG redacget) & metropolitan planning
organization must prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy demonstrating how the GHG reduction target
would be achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation
measures or polies.
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Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65080(b)(2)#Kp@S does not (i) regulate the use of

l and; (11) supersede the land use authority c
county’”s land use pol i oseinagenenadplan, begcansisient withit.s , i
Nonetheless, SB 375 makes regional and local planning agencies responsible for developing those
strategies as part of the federally required metropolitan transportation planning process and the
statemandated busing element process.

In 2010, CARB adopted the SB 375 targets for the regional metropolitan planning organizations.
The targets fothe San Diego Association of GovernmerB\NDAG) are a 7% reduction in
emissions per capita by 2020 and a 13% redubiyo?035.

SANDAG completed and adopted its 2050 RTP/SCS in October 2011 (SANDAG 2011). In
November 2011, CARB, by resolution, accepted
analysis and determination that, if andi2G3% e me n't
GHG emissions reduction targets for the region.

After SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS was adopted, a 1aw
Foundation and others. In July 2017, the Calif
havebuseEOS-05’s 2050 goal of an 80% reduction 1in
threshold because the EIR sufficiently informed the public of the potential impacts.

Al't hough the EIR for SANDAG’ s 2050 RTP/ SCS w:
Court, in 2015, SANDAG adopted the next iteration of its RTP/SCS in accordance with statutorily
mandated timelines, and no subsequent litigation challenge was filed. More specifically, in
October 2015, SANDAG adopted San Diego Forward: The Regional Pilea.the 2050
RTP/SCS, this planning document meets CARB’ s

( SANDAG 2015) . I n December 2015, CARB, by r
emissions quantification analysis and determination that, if implemeah&e&CS would achieve
CARB’s 2020 and 2035 GHG emissions rtreduction

Advanced Clean Cars Progranin January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars
program, a new emissio®ntrol program for model years 2015 through 2025. pitogram

includes elements to reduce srfogming pollution, reduce GHG emissions, promote clean cars,

and provide the fuels for c¢clean cars (CARB 20
to 2025 vehicles are estimated to reduce GHG emissions byrB2%2b. The Zero Emissions

Vehicle (ZEV) program acts as the focused advanced technology of the Advanced Clean Cars
program by requiring manufacturers to produce increasing numbers of ZEVs and pidagid

electric vehicles (EVs) in the 2018 to 2025 mlogears. The Clean Fuels Outlet regulation
relatedly ensures that fuels, such as electricity and hydrogen, are available to meet the fueling
needs of the new advanced technology vehicles as they come to the market.
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President Trump and the EPA have stabartintent to halt various federal regulatory activities

to reduce GHG emissions. California and other states have stated their intent to challenge federal
actions that would delay or eliminate GHG reduction measures and have committed to cooperating
with other countries to implement global climate change initiatives. The timing and consequences
of these types of federal decisions and potential responses from California and other states are
speculative at this time.

In August 2019, the EPA and NHTSA jdynpublished a notice of proposed rulemaking for Part

One of the Safer Affordable FuEfficient Vehicle Rule (SAFE Rule). The SAFE Rule proposed

new and amended GOCorporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE), and GHG emissions standards

for passenger cars afight trucks. Further, Part One of this rule proposed to withdraw the State

of Califormnia’s waiver, afforded under the CI
separate from the federal government. Part One of the SAFE Rule became effectiventbélov

2019. CARB has provided adjustment factors for pollutants, including Ri&o, and PM s, and

CO, from lightduty vehicle exhaust to account for Part One of the SAFE Rule.

However, corresponding adjustment factors for GHG emissions are not availdbis time. In

March 2020, EPA and NHTSA announced Part Two of the SAFE Rule, which would set amended
fuel economy and CO2 standards for passenger cars and light trucks for model yes282021

Part Two would become effective 60 days after publicatiche Federal RegistéFhe impact of

Parts One and Two of the SAFE Rule on GHG emissions factors in California has not been
guantified by CARB in the Emissions Factor model (EMFAC) or related modeling tools. These
modeling tools would need to be ametider corresponding adjustment factors published, to
guantitatively assess the impact on GHG emissions. Therefore, the quantitative methodology used
to project GHG emissions fordlirroposedProject does not include the impact of the SAFE Rule.

At the timeof this writing, the methodology represents current guidance and best available data
from CARB.

EOB-1612EOB1612 (2012) directs state entities unc
to support and facilitate development and distribution ZEVs. E@islso sets a lonrterm target

of reaching 1.5 million ZEVs o wide€hadisiEOBG6ni a’ s
12 also establishes a GHG emissions reduction target from the transportation sector equaling 80%
less emissions than 1990 levels by 2050. In furtherance oE@jighe governor convened an
Interagency Working Group on ZEVs that hasImhted multiple reports regarding the progress

made on the penetration of ZEVs in the statewide vehicle fleet.

AB1236AB 1236 (2015) as enacted in California’s
use jurisdictions to approve applications for ihgtallation of EV charging stations, as defined,
through the issuance of specified permits unless there is substantial evidence in the record that the
proposed installation would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety, and
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thereis no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific, adverse impact. In
August 2016, the County of San Diego (County) Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No.
10437 (N.S.), adding a section to its County Code related to the expaditessing of electric
vehicle charging station permits consistent with AB 1236.

SB 350.In 2015, SB 350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act, was enacted into law.
As one of its elements, SB 350 establishes a statewide policy for widespresficelianh of the

transportation sector, recognizing that such
2030 and 2050 reduction targets (see Public Utilities Code Section 740.12).

EO B-48-18.EO B-48-18 (2018) launches any@ar initiative to accelerate the sale of EVs through a

mix of rebate programs and infrastructure improvements. The order also sets a new EV target of five
million EVs in California by 2030. EO-88-18 includes funding for multiple state agencies including

the Californa Energy Commission to increase EV charging infrastructure and CARB to provide
rebates for the purchase of new EVs and purchase incentives fioctmwe customers.

Solid Waste

AB 939 and AB 341In 1989, AB 939, known as the Integrated Waste Managemen(iPAblic

Resources Code Sections 40000 et seq.), was passed because of the increase in waste stream and the

decrease in landfill capacity. The statute established the California Integrated Waste Management
Board, which oversees a disposal reporting sysfBn939 mandated a reduction of waste being
disposed where jurisdictions were required to meet diversion goals of all solid waste through source
reduction, recycling, and composting activities of 25% by 1995 and 50% by 2000.

AB 341 (2011) amended the (alinia Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 to include a
provision declaring that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than 75% of solid waste
generated be sourceduced, recycled, or composted by 2020, and annually thereafter. In addition,
AB 341 required the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
to devel op strategies t o achieve t he state
workshops and published documents that identify priority strategie<CHiRtecycle believes
would assist the state in reaching the 75% goal by 2020 (CalRecycle 2015).

Water

EOB-29-15. In response to the ongoing drought in California, E@9BL5 (April 2015) set a goal

of achieving a statewide reduction in potable urban waage of 25% relative to water use in
2013. The term of th&O extended through February 28, 2016, although many of the directives
have since become permanent waticiency standards and requirements. H@ includes
specific directives that set strighits on water usage in the state. In response to £9-B5, the
California Department of Water Resources modified and adopted a revised version of the Model
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Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance that, among other changes, significantly increases the
requrements for landscape water use efficiency and broadens its applicability to include new
development projects with smaller landscape areas.

Other State Regulations and Goals

SB97.SB 97 (2007) directed the Gover n welops Of fi
guidelines under CEQA for the mitigation of G
Planning and Research issued a technical advisory as interim guidance regarding the analysis of
GHG emissions in CEQA documents. The advisory indicatedriedéad agency should identify

and estimate a project’s GHG emissions, inclu
consumption, water usage, and construction activities. The advisory further recommended that the
lead agency determine sigm#ince of the impacts and impose all mitigation measures necessary

to reduce GHG emissions to a level that is less than significant (OPR 2008).

2

Subsequent to the release of the Governor’s C
development of mposed CEQA Guidelines provisions, the California Natural Resources Agency
adopted CEQA Guidelines amendments in December 2009, which became effective in March
2010. With respect to GHG emissions, the amended CEQA Guidelines state that lead agencies
should* make a good faith effort, to the extent p
calculate or estimate” GHG emissions. The CEQ:
emissions by either select iyitheemissionsoshy eelyingom me t |
“qQqualitative analysis or other pa)rTheoamendedc e b a
CEQA Guidelines also state that lead agencies should consider the following when assessing the
significance of impacts from GHG éssions on the environment: the extent a project may increase

or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; whether the project
emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project
and the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions

(14 CCR 15064 ]).

EO S1308 EO S1308 (November 2008) is nt ended to hasten Califo
impacts of global climate change, particularly -Bmeel rise. Therefore, the EO directs state
agencies to take specified actions to assess and plan for such impacts. The final 2009 California
Climate Adaptabn Strategy report was issued in December 2009 (CNRA&088d an update,
Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk, followed in July 2014 (CNRA 2014). To assess
the state’s vulnerability, the 7r1epotefortheu mma r i
following areas: Agriculture, Biodiversity and Habitat, Emergency Management, Energy,
Forestry, Ocean and Coastal Ecosystems and Resources, Public Health, Transportation, and Water.
Issuance of the Safeguarding California: Implementation Adlansfollowed in March 2016
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(CNRA 2016). In January 2018, the CNRA released the Safeguarding California Plan: 2018
Update which communicates current and needed actions that state government should take to
build climate change resiliency (CNRA 2018).

Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlifén its decision inCenter for
Biological Diversity v. (Newhalf 62 €al.4tha204§20}6),the o f F
California Supreme Court set forth several options that leadcaes may consider for evaluating

the cumulative significance of a project’s GH

1. A calculation of emissions reductions c¢omp
based upon the emissions 71 educexamnationof n CAR
the data to determine what level of reduction from BAU a new land use development at the
proposed location must contribute in order to comply with statewide goals.

2. A lead agency might assess consi ikncewthy wi t |
regulatory programs designed to reduce GHG emissions from particular activities.

3. Use of geographically specific GHG emission reduction plans to provide a basis for tiering
and streamlining of projedevel CEQA analysis.

4. A lead agency may relpn existing numerical thresholds of significance for GHG
emissions, though use of such thresholds is not required.

There is no applicable existing numerical threshold of significance for GHG emissions and the
Newhalldecision specifically found that useafhumerical threshold is not required.

Local
San Diego Air Pollution Control District

The San Diego Air Pollution Control DistriCEDAPCD)does not have established GHG rules,
regulations, or policies.

County of San Diego
Climate Action Plan

The Countydeveloped a Climate Action Plan (CA®a comprehensive strategy to reduce GHG
emissions in the unincorporated communities of San Diego County. A draft CAP was released on
August 10, 2017, for public review. The plan includes six chapters: (1) Introdud®)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, Projections, and Reductions Targets; (3) Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategies and Measures; (4) Climate Change Vulnerability, Resiliency, and
Adaptation; (5) Implementation and Monitoring; and (6) Public Outremwth Engagement.
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Concurrent with the release of the draft CAP, the County published implementation tools for the
County to use when conducting a CEQA analysis. This includes a general plan land use conformity
determination and CAP Consistency review chetklh January 2018, the Planning Commission
recommended adoption of the final CAP to the County Board of Supervisors. On February 14,
2018, the County Board of Supervisors adopted the CAP (County of San Diego 2018).

A lawsuit was then filed challengingptt CAP and the County’s relat
Superior Court Case No. 201800014081CU-TT-CTL). On January 16, 2019, the County of

San Diego Superior Court entered judgment in the(Saih Diego Superior Court Case No- 37
201800014081CU-TT-CTL). The judgment, among other things, issued a writ of mandate
directing the County to set aside the approval of the CAP and the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report to the 2011 General Plan Update Program Environmental Impact
Reportanddeclaradh at t he CAP and the “certification o
Update Program EIR are legally inadequate and may not be used to provide the basis for CEQA
review of GHG impacts of development proposal

TheCaanty subsequently appe alteottheFautihcAppSllate Ristrict,o r Co 1
Division One (Case No. DO75478.n J une 12, 2020, the appellate
order with respect to theAP andthe Final SEIR Accordingly, theCounty remains enjoined from

using the CAP as the basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts of development proposals in the County.

General Plan

The County’ s Gener al Plan (County of San Die
planning principles desigdeo reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and result in a reduction in

GHG emissions. Climate change and GHG reduction policies are addressed in plans and programs
in multiple elements of the General Plam2018, the County implemented publicly and praat

initiated General Plan Amendments which addressed the following areas: Local Coastal Program
Update, Active Transportation Plan, Lake Jennings Marketpiaenony Grove Village South,

Valiano, Otay 250 Sunroad East Otay Mesa Business Park, and NeSikma (County of
SanDiego2020).

The strategies for reduction of GHG emissions in the General Plan are as follows (County of
SanDiego 2011):

e Strategy A-1: Reduce vehicle trips generated, gasoline/energy consumption, and
GHG emissions.

e Strategy A-2: Reduce nostenewable electrical and natural gas energy consumption and
generation (energy efficiency).

e Strategy A-3: Increase generation and use of renewable energy sources.
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Strategy A-4: Reduce water consumption.
Strategy A-5: Reduce and maximize reusksolid wastes.
Strategy A-6: Promote carbon dioxide consuming landscapes.

Strategy A-7: Maximize preservation of open spaces, natural areas, and agricultural lands.

The General Plan also includes climate adaptation strategies to deal with potentsal affeets of

climate change. The climate adaptation strategies include the following (County of San Diego 2011):

The

Strategy B-1: Reduce risk from wildfire, flooding, and other hazards resulting from
climate change.

Strategy B-2: Conserve and improve water supply due to shortages from climate change.
Strategy B-3: Promote agricultural lands for local food production.

Strategy B-4: Provide education and leadership.

County General Pl an’s Co nisckudesgoalsiand policiea d

Op ¢

that are designed to reduce GHGs emissions by enhancing the efficiency of energy use in buildings

and infrastructuregndpromoting the use of renewable energy sources and conservation, and other

methods of efficiency. The pangnt goals are identified below.

Goal COS 14, Sustainable Land Development.and use development techniques and
patterns that reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs through minimized
transportation and energy demands, while protecting publithn@ad contributing to a
more sustainable environment.

Goal COS15, Sustainable Architecture and Buildings. Building design and
construction techniques that reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs, while
protecting public health and contributitgga more sustainable environment.

Goal COS 16, Sustainable Mobility. Transportation and mobility systems that contribute to
environmental and human sustainability and minimize GHG and other air pollutant emissions.

Goal COS 17, Sustainable Solid Wastdanagement.Perform solid waste management
in a manner that protects natural resources from pollutants while providing sufficient, long
term capacity through vigorous reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting programs.

Goal COS18, Sustainable EnergyEnergy systems that reduce consumption of-non
renewable resources and reduce GHG and other air pollutant emissions while minimizing
impacts to natural resources and communities.

Goal COS19, Sustainable Water Supply.Conservation of limited water supply
supporting all uses including urban, rural, commercial, industrial, and agricultural uses.
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e Goal COS20, Governance and Administration.Reduction of local GHG emissions
contributing to climate change that meet or exceed requirements Gfdhal Warming
Solutions Act of 2006

ThePropose®®r oject’s consistency with the @S3neral
and in Section 3.4 Land Use and Planning, of this EIR.

Renewable Energy Plan

The County’s Renewable Energy Plan researches
County. The planning effort covers the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors of the
County, with a particular focus on unincorporated areas, and presamtgpeehensive approach

to renewable energy and energy efficiency (County of San Diego 2017a).

Strategic Plan to Reduce Waste

The County Strategic Plan to Reduce Waste outlines nea#, amd longterm programs and
policies to i nc rwastesdiversioh rate tQmeetstatg targets ana Buppbrt other
County initiatives. In April 2017, the County adopted a diversion goal of 75% by(2akity of

San Diego 2017Db)

3.1.3.3 Analysis of Proposed Project Effects and Determination as
fo Significance

The County’s Guidelines for Determining Sign
guestions posed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelime2018, the CEQA Guidelines were

updated and several of the questions listed in Appendix G ee@sed, deletedr modified.The
County’ s Guidelines for Determining Signific
amendmentgCounty of San Diego 20)3Accordingly, this EIR analyzes the impacts from the
ProposedProject using questions posedippendix G.

TheProposedProject's potential impacts on GHGs will be assessed using the GHG thresholds set
forth in Appendix GEnvironmental Checklist Form:

1. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
2. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the

purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

The Appendix G thresholds for GHGs do not prescribe specific methodologies for performing a
assessment, do not establish specific thresholds of significance, and do not mandate specific
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mitigation measures. Rat her, the CEQA Guidel:i
determine the appropriate methodologies and thresholds of signdicansistent with the manner

in which other impact areas are handled in CEQA (CNRA Bp@@iditional guidance regarding
assessment of GHGs is discussed below.

The Proposed Project is a solar energy generation and storage facility, which includes a
switchyard that would be transferred to San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) after construction.
For the purposes of this analysis, the switchyard (as descrilfeeciion 1.2.1 of Chapter 1,
Project Descriptionis a component of the Proposed Project and has bedyzad as part of

the whole of the action. However, the EIR highlights the specific analysis of the switchyard
under each threshold of significance in the event that responsible agencies have CEQA
obligations related to the switchyard.

CEOQA Guidelines

With respect to GHG emissions, the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a) states that lead agencies

“shall m efalithe effaat, bgsedotal the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to
describe, ¢ al GHGemissionsagesultiegsfrompaaject. the CEQA Guidelines

note that an agency has the discretion to eit
rely on a “qualitative anal yR44CCRIb064M|xAlead per f
agency may us choado“lmogdye’l toor emetti mate greenhous
discretion to select the model or methodology

makers to intelligently take into account the
(14 CCR 15064 []). Section 15064.4(b) provides that the lead agency should consider the
following when determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment

(14 CCR15064.4b)):

1. The extent a project may increase or reduce GHG amssas compared to the existing
environmental setting.

2. Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency
determines applies to the project.

3. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirementseatitup
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of
GHG emissions.

In addition, Section 15064. 7(c) of the CEQA G
thresholds of significance, a lead agency may conghlttesholds of significance previously
adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the

decision of the lead agency to adopt such thi
CCR 15064.[x]).
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OPR Guidance

TheOP R’ s Te c isatyitited CEQA dnd Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change
through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Reviewssathat* publ i ¢ agenc i «
encouraged but not required to adopt thresholds of significance for envirohmg#ets. Even

in the absence of clearly defined thresholds for GHG emissions, the law requires that such
emissions from CEQA projects must be disclosed and mitigated to the extent feasible whenever

the lead agency determines that the project contriboii@significant, cumulative climate change
impact” (OPR 2008). Further more, the advisor
regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define what constitutes

a ‘“signi fiindiwidual lead mgeacies may undertake a pregeproject analysis,
consistent with available guidance and curren

Cumulative Nature of Climate Change

Global climate change is a cumulative impact; a project participatessimpthéntial impact
through its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of
GHGs. There are currently no established thresholds for assessing whether the GHG emissions of
a project in theSan DiegoAir Basin, suchas theProposedProject, would be considered a
cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change; however, all reasonable efforts

2

should be made to minimize a project’ s contri

Although the ProposedProject woud result in emissions of GHGs during construction and
operation, no guidance exists to indicate what level of GHG emissions would be considered
substantial enough to result in a significant adverse impact on global climate. However, it is
generally believe that an individual project is of insufficient magnitude by itself to influence
climate change or result in a substantial contribution to the global GHG inventory as scientific
uncertainty regarding the significanota pr oj ect > s i n deieffectdanglbbala nd ¢
climate change remains.

Thus, GHG impacts are recognized as exclusively cumulative impacts; there are-no non
cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective (CAPCOA 2008). This
approach is consistent with that reconmeied by the CNRA, which noted in its Public Notice for

the proposed CEQA amendments (pursuant t® BBhat the evidence before it indicates that in
most cases, the impact of GHG emissions should be considered in the context of a cumulative
impact, ratherthan a projectevel impact (CNRA 2008). Similarly, the Final Statement of
Reasons for Regulatory Action on the CEQA Amendments confirm that an EIR or other
environmental document must analyze the incremental contribution of a project to GHG levels and
determine whether those emissions are cumulatively considerable (CNRA 2009b). Accordingly,
further discussion of theroposedP o j ect > s GHG emi ssions and thei
addressed in Sectidhl.3.5
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In regard to evaluating theroposedPr o j ect s signi ficance with r
checklist #1, th&roposedPr o j ¢ ¢ t > swereavdluatediagainst the existing site conditions.
TheProposedr oj ect s net GHGwesefnitherassessed to include the bepefitc t

of producing zero GHG emission energy and the avoided GHG emissions associated with its use
within the regional power grid.

To address the CEQA Guidelines checklist question #2, whetherdpesedProject is consistent
with plans, policies, and regulationsogded for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs,
theProposedProjectwase val uat ed against AB 32, -558lANDAG’s R

3.1.3.3.1 Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

Project Emissions

Construction

The ProposedProject wouldinclude installation of 300,000 PV modulesan underground
collection system, osite collector substation, switchyarahn up to a 90MW battery energy
system vehicle accessencing and landscapind\pproximately643 acres ofthe Project site
would be graded.

For purposes of estimatirgyoposedProject emissions, and based on information provided by the
applicant, it is assumed that construction oRfeposedProject would commence DecembeR02¢
and would last approximately 13 months. The analysis contained herein is based on the following
subset area schedule assumptions (duration of phases is approximate). The majority of the phases listed
below would ocar concurrently and would not occur sequentially in isolation. Detailed construction
equipment modeling assumptions are provided in Appdnhdix

e Site Mobilization: 2 weeks

e Demolition ofdairy and ranching structurels month

e Site Prep, Grading, and Stawater Protections: 3 months

e Fence Installation: 3 months

e Landscaping Installation: 4 months

e Pile Driving: 2 months

3 The analysis assumes a construction start dddecémber 2020wnhich represents the earliest date construction
would initiate. Assuming the e&kt start date for construction represents the vwoast scenario fariteria air
pollutant emissionbecause equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to
more stringent standards foruse offroad equipment andeavyduty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing
older equipment and vehicles in later years.
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e Tracker ad Module Installation: 6 months

e DC Electrical: 6 months

e Underground MediunAC Voltage Electrical: 5 months
e Inverter Instathtion: 2months

e Battery Energy Storage Systénstallation: 2 months

e Commissioning: 1 month

Assuming the earliest start date for operation represents the-aa@sestscenario for criteria air
pollutant emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factorsefoydats would be
slightly less due to more stringent standards farse offroad equipment and heaadyty trucks,
as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years.

Stationary Sources

The ProposedProject would include a 3.MW diesel emergency generator at timesite collector
substation. The generator was assumed to operate for testing and maintenance approximately 30
minutes each month for a total of up to 52 hours per year, in accordance with SDAPCD Rule 69.4.1.
The CaEEMod default emission factors for emergency generators were used to estimate emissions
from this source. The estimated emissions from the emergency generator engines are shown in Table
3.1.33, Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Water

Water will be used for panel washing during operation several times per year. It was estimated that
up to 10 acrdeet of water would be needed for panel washing. The water vpoundrily be
sourced fronmon-site groundwater wells with backup water comfirggn the Jacumba Community
Services DistrictHowever, this analysis conservatively assumes all water would be provided by
Jacumba Community Services District, which would be delivered via water tDatkEMod

default emission factors were assumed.

Emissions Estimates

The estimated total GHG emissions during construction of would be approximately 5,764 MT
COze during constructiofas shown in Table 3.148 Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse
Gas Emissions EstimatedProposeeProjectgenerated congtction emissions amortized over the
ProposedProject life of 35 years would be approximately 165 MT2E@er year. The estimated
total GHG emissions during decommissioning would be approximately 2,405 ME(&3shown

in Table 3.1.%, Estimated AnnuaDecommissioningGreenhouse Gas EmissionsProposed
Projec). EstimatedProposeeProjectgenerated decommissioning emissions amortized over the
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ProposedProject life of 35 years would be approximately 69 MT2£Q@er year. The estimated
total onetime loss dsequestered carbon from land use conversion fa?rihygosedProject would

be 8,503 MT CQ@ or 243 MT CQ per year amortized over 35 yedas shown in Table 3.1:Q
Vegetation Removal Estimated Loss of Sequestered Cajbdxs shown in Table3.1.36,
ProposedProject GHG emissions generated from operational activities are estimated to be
approximately281 MT COze per year in 2022. Total operational emissions combined with
amortized constructigrdecommissioningand vegetation removal GHG emissions lgdae 758

MT COze per year, assuming &-8earProposedProject life.

Switchyard

The analysis contained within this section evaluates the GHG emissions frawitthgard only.
These emissions were included in the ovénalposedProjects GHG emissiongreviously discussed.

Construction
The switchyard includes two primary components:

e Construction of a new 138 kV electric switchyard

e Construction of two 13&V, 550foot-long (1,100feet total) 86foot-high overhead
transmission lines (getne) would loopthe Proposed Project to an existing SDG&E 138
kV transmission line (originating aelstCounty Substation) that is located adjacent to the
Projectsite

The switchyardwould be locatedadjacent to thd’roposedP r o j ect s collector
switchyad would be connected to both tlwellector substation and the existing SDG&E 138 KV
transmission line via a short overhead transmission line, approximately 224 feet in length. The size
of the switchyard is approximatel{39,392square feet. The switchyarday include circuit
breakers, overhead electrical bus work, switches and controls, and a control building, and the entire
switchyard area will be enclosed inside a security fence. The switchyard includésar®ile,

asphalt paved accedsvewayfor switchyard operations that will provide an interconnection to
Carrizo Gorge Road.

For purposes of estimating switchyard emissions, and based on information provided by the
applicant, it is assumed that construction of the switchyard would commeNegdh 221* and
would last approximately 10 months. The analysis contained herein is based on the following

4 The analysis assumes a construction start dakaoth 2021 which represents the earliest date construction
would initiate. Assuming the earliest dtdate for construction represents the waoeste scenario fariteria air
pollutant emissionbecause equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to
more stringent standards forurse offroad equipment and headyiy trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing
older equipment and vehicles in later years.
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subset area schedule assumptions (duration of phases is approximate). The majority of the phases
listed below would occur concurrently and would not ocsemuentially in isolation. Detailed
construction equipment modeling assumptions are provided in Appendik Appendix P,
CalEEMod Outputs.

e Site Prepration 1- Switchyard: 1 month

e Conductor Installation 1: 1 month

e Site Prepration 2- Switchyard: 1 month

e Trenching- Switchyard: 1 month

e Paving- Switchyard: 2 weeks

e Site Preparation Transmision Line: 2 weeks
e Operate Air Tools: 4 months

e Structure Installation: 1.5 months

e Conductor Installation 2: 1 month

e FErect Structures: 1 month

Emissions from the construction phase of the switchyard were estimated using CalEEMod.
Construction scenario assumptions, including phasing, equipment mix, and vehicle trips, were based
on information provided by the applicant, CalEEMod defaults, ancehgsteering judgement.

General construction equipment modeling assumptions are providegandixP, Construction
Workers, Vendor Trips, and Equipment Use per B&witchyard. Default values for equipment

mix, horsepower, and load factor provided inEEeaMod were used for all construction equipment.

For the analysis, it was generally assumed that hdaty construction equipment would be
operating at the site 5 days per week. For the purposes of estimating emissions, it was assumed
that worker trips ash truck trips would be made to the site independently; however, it is likely that
workers would drive trucks to and from the site for deliveries rather than driving in a separate
vehicle. Therefore, the estimates providesppendixP are conservative. Da&iled construction
equipment modeling assumptions are provided in AppeRdix

The estimated number of workers, vendor trucks, and haul trucks were provided by the applicant.
Changes to any standard default values or assumptions are reported in the CatiEMob(see
AppendixP). Based on data from similar projects in the general vicinity of the Project site, the
worker mix was assumed to include 50% coming from San Diego and 50% from El Centro. As the
Pr opos e dgratlingwouwdde balanced site,the haul truck trips are only assumed to be
driven within the site. The water trucks are assumed to come from the Jacumba Community
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Services District and the vendor trucks delivering materials to the site come from the Port of San
Diego. This is a consewrtive assumption as the water will primarily come fromsada
groundwater wells.

Switchyard Construction Emissions Estimates

As shown in Table3.1.37, Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Switchyard,the estimated total GHG emissiothgring construction ofhe switchyardvould be
approximately 33 MT COze during construction. Estimated switchygeherated construction
emissions amortized over 35 years would be approximately 10 M& (€D year.

Assuming the earliest start date foreagtion represents the worsdse scenario for criteria air
pollutant emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be
slightly less due to more stringent standards farse offroad equipment and headyty trucks,

as wdl as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years.

Off-Road Equipment

The use of various pieces of gtfad equipment is necessary for the different maintenance
activities occurring for the switchyard, transmission linentjeight-of-way repair, pole brushing,

and repair or replacement of equipment. The different types of equipment and daily use estimates
were provided by the applicant. The CalEEMod defaults were assumed for-tbadé&quipment
horsepower, emission factorsddoad factors.

Switchyard Operational Emissions Estimates

As shown in Table3.1.38, Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Switchyard switchyard GHG emissions generated from operational activities are estimated to be
approximately20 MT CQOze per year in 2022. Total operational emissions combined with
amortized construction GHG emissions would3eMT COze per year, assuming a-$8ar
ProposedProject life.

Analysis — Avoided GHG Emissions

TheProposedProject would provide a source r@hewable energy to achieve the RPS of 60% by
2030 and 100% by 204&onsistent with the renewable energy targets in the Scoping Plan and
required by SB 100 and EO-%5-18. The generation ofenewable energwould offsetGHG
emissions generated by foskikl power plants. As noted above, Br@posedProject would result

in 758 MT COze per yeapver the life of theProposedProject TheProposedProject is expected

to produce an estimated 211,159 megawatt hours of electricity per year (NREL 2019). The defau
CalEEMod CQ emission factor for SDG&E was 720.49 pounds of2@®@r megawatthour
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(poundsCOz/MWh) from 2009 (CAPCOA 2017). The renewable content for SDG&E for 2009
was 10%. SDG&E reported that 44% of its power mix was renewable in 2017, which walild res
in 448.30poundsCO/MWh (see Appendix Bof AppendixP for more details). Assuming that
SDG&E would meet the EO-B5-18 carbon neutrality target in 2045, a linear regression of the
SDG&E GHG emission factor was calculated from 2017 to 2044. This waoekh that the
ProposedProject would avoid less GHG emissions over time. Assuming thiBrdpmsedProject
would avoid a total of 423,254 MT GQGrom 2022 through 2044. It should be noted that the
Proposed Projeds expected to be operational throughb2@nd thus it would not be avoiding
GHG emissions from 2045 through 20&3suming California meets its goal of becoming 100%
carbon neutral by 2049 able 3.1.29, Estimated Annual Operational and Avoided Greenhouse
Gas Emissionshows the totaProposed ProjeHG emissions and avoided GHG emissions.

As noted above, including amortized construction emissions and carbon |dasgbsedProject
would emit 26,521 MT C@®over a 35year lifetime. Thus, after subtracting avoided GHG
emissions fromthe ProposedPr o j e ct ’ s G Htke PropasedPsojeai wauldavoid
approximately896,/33MT COzeover its lifetime. Accordingly, thBroposedProject would avoid
more GHG emissions than it would generate resultingl@ssithan cumulatively considerale
contribution to significant cumulative climate change impacts.

Switchyard

The switchyard is a vital component to feposed’roject and theProposedProject could not

operate without the switchyard. Therefore, as discussed above, the emissions froaptised

Project would result in a net avoidance of emissions. As the switchyard comprises approximately

11% of theProposed® r o j eowstruttion andperationalGHG emissions, it would also result

in a net avoidance of GHG emissiomsf t er factoring in the Propo:s
emissionsand would result in &ess than cumulatively considerableontribution to significant

cumulative climate dinge impacts.
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3.1.3.3.2 Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?

To address whether tigoposedProject is consistent with plans, policies, and regulations adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGsPtioposedProject wasevaluated against
AB 32, SANDAG’s RIPB8SCS, and EO B

Consistency with CARB’s Scoping Pl an

As discussed in Sectiéhl.3.2 Regulatory Settinghe Scoping Plan (approved GARB in 2008

and updated 1in 2014 and 2017) provides a fra
emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies to adopt regulations and other initiatives to
reduce GHGs. The Scoping Plan is not directly apblecto specific projects, nor is it intended to

be used for projedevel evaluations.Under the Scoping Plan, however, there are several state
regulatory measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. CARB and other
state agenciesalve adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these
measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usageWigleHGs in consumer
products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (i.e., hybrid, electric, and moedficient vehicles)

and associated fuels (e.gCFS), among others.

The Scoping Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the
goals of AB 32 and establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to
reduce@1l i fornia’s GH&13d0GnRrepesédoProject Cofisistericyewith Scoping

Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategiégghlights measures that have been, or will be,
developed under the Scoping Plan andRhaposedPr o j ect s consigsPlar ncy w
measures. To the extent that these regulations are applicable trdpesedProject, its
inhabitants, or uses, ti¥oposed Pro would comply will all regulations adopted in furtherance

of the Scoping Plan to the extent required by law.

Based on the analysis in Tal#1.310, the Proposed Projecitvould be consistent with the
applicable strategies and measures in the Scoping Plan.

TheProposed Projeatould not impede and may help the attainment of the GHG reduction goals
for 2030 or 205@dentified in EO $S3-05, B-55-18, and SB 32. EO-S-05 establishes the following

goals: GHG emissions should be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to
80% below 1990 levels by 2050. SB 32 establishes for a statewide GHG emisdimi®on target
whereby CARB, in adopting rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically

5  TheFinal Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines reiterates the statement in the Initial
Statement of Reas ons ymnohbe appropfiate]foh use ir$determining ghe sighiticancemh
individual projects because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of regulations to
implement the strategies idehbhtified in the Scoping P
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feasible and costffective GHG emissions reductions, shall ensure that statewide GHG emissions
are reduced to at least 40% below 1990 levels by DeceBheR030. While there are no
established protocols or thresholds of significance for that future year analysis, CARB forecasts
that compliance with the current Scoping Plan puts the state on a trajectory of meeting these long
term GHG goals, although ttpecific path to compliance is unknown (CARB 2014). EG®B

18 established the goal to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.

To begin, CARB has expressed optimism with regard to both the 2030 and 2050 goals. It states in

the First Update to the Climate Chartgje o pi ng Pl an that “California
term 2020 GHG emissions limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond
2020 as required by AB 32”7 (CARB 2014). Wi t h

emissions t@0% below 1990 levels, the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan states
the following (CARB 2014):

This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes the
expected benefits of existing policy goals (such as D2)@€gawatts of renewable
distributed generation by 2020, net zero energy homes after 2020, existing building
retrofits under AB 758, and others) it could reduce emissions by 2030 to levels
squarely in line with those needed in the developed world andymattrack to
reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional measures,
including locally driven measures and those necessary to meet federal air quality
standards in 2032, could lead to even greater emission reductions.

In other words, CARBelieves that the state is on a trajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG
reduction targets set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and E®(%. This is confirmed in the Second Update
(CARB 201'b), which stateshe following

The Proposed Plan builds upon the sudakfmmework established by the Initial
Scoping Plan and First Update, while also identifying new, technologically feasibility
and coskffective strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets
in a way that promotes and rewards irat@n, continues to foster economic growth,

and delivers improvements to the environment and public health, including in
disadvantaged communities. The Proposed Plan is developed to be consistent with
requirements set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and AB 197.

In addition, as discussed previously, tisposed Projeds consistent with thetrategiesn the
Scoping Plan and would not conflict with the
Since the specific path to compliance for the state in regatitettongterm goals will likely

require development of technology or other changes that are not currently known or available,
specific additional mitigation measures for Pr@posedroject would be speculative and cannot

October 2020 10743
JVR Energy Park Project Draft EIR 3.1.3-32




3.1.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

be identified at thistime. THer o pos ed cBmejisdc¢te ncy would assist i
contribution to GHG emission reduction targets in California. With respect to future GHG targets
under SB 32 and EO-%05, CARB has also made clear its legal interpretation is that ihlas

requisite authority to adopt whatever regulations are necessary, beyond the AB 32 horizon year of
2020, to meet SB 32°s 40%S3kdusctd 0% tadgetti dry
2050; this legal interpretation by an expert agency provideereee that future regulations will

be adopted to continue the state on its trajectory toward meeting these future GHG targets. The
ProposedProject would increase renewable energy production and thus would support the goals
within SB 32, EO $3-05, and E(B-55-18. Based on the considerations previously outlined, the
Proposed Projeatould not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and no mitigation is required. This impact would be
less than significant

Consistency with SANDAG's San Diego Forward:

Regarding consistency wi tPhopoSegrojechwould sugpertgheo n a 1
policy objectives of the RTP and SB 375. Tahle.311, San Diego Forward: THeegional Plan
Consistency Analysisllustrates theProposed®® r o j ect s consistency with
policies of San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (SANDAG 2048)shown in Tabl&.1.3

11, the ProposedProject is consistent with all appdisle Regional Plan Policy Objectives or
Strategies. Impacts would bess than significant

The ProposedProject would provide a potential reduction in GHG emissions each year of operation if
the electricity generated by the solar facility were to beinsézhd of electricity generated by fodsi!

sources. Specifically, theroposedProject would directly aid the state in achieving statewide GHG
emission reductions through the increased production of renewable energy as called for under Senate Bill
X1 2, Senate BilB50, and Senate Bill0O, and discussed in the Scoping Plan. The latest of these bills,
Senate Bill 100, requires utilities to provide an energy mix containing at least 60% renewables by 2030.
TheProposedProject would aid in meeting thiairget.

Therefore, because thReopose® r o j ect woul d assist in the attai:
a new renewable source of energy that could displace electricity generated Hydbfsld power

plants, thé’roposedProject would be consistent with the regulations, plans, goals and objectives of the

state and the County adopted to reduce GHG emissions, and would feskdhan cumulatively
considerable contributionto significant cumulative climate change impacts.

County GHG Reduction Plans

The ProposedProject is consistent with Coungans and policies adopted to reduce GHG
emissionsThe County’s General Plan includes many ¢
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emissions, which thes Ge n ¢tStrgtdgeAB Isoincrease generatione s i n
and use of renewable energy sources and includes Conservation and Open Space Rdigg COS
(CountyofSanDiego201ll he Conservation and Open Space EIle
“ e n c o u dasyposs lamthuse development patterns and transportation choices that reduce
pollutants and greenhouse gases” and “X¥ncour a
promotes sustainable energy and encoafmenges “1
renewable resources and reduce GHG and other air pollutant emissions while minimizing impacts to
natural resources a rldlsuppoitmGoal iCEMB and dirécts heQountyy COS
to work with developers to facilitate the developmenaltdrnative energy systenighe Proposed

Project is a renewable energy source is therefore consistent with Stra@e@yoal COSLS, Policy

C0OS18.1, and one of the primary purposes of the Conservation and Open Space Hibment.
Proposed Projectwouldas o support the County’s Strategic |
strategy goal of minimizing GHG emissions for healthier and more sustainable communities. It
supports the key focus area of promoting renewable eriérggefore, théroposedProjectwould be
consistent with the County’s GHG reduction pla

Switchyard

The switchyard would support tliroposedProject and the production of renewable energy. It
would not conflict with AB 32 or other GHG reducing plans, policies, or regulations. The
switchyard would comply with the SFequirements that CARB has in place for reducing the leak
rate of gas insulating switchgear. The switchyard is not growth inducing and would have minimal
GHG emissions during operation. Therefore, the switchyard would Hass than cumulatively
consideable contribution to significant cumulative climate change impacts.

3.1.3.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Due to the global nature of the assessment of GHG emissions and the effects of global climate
change, impacts are analyzed from a cumulative impact cont ; therefore, t his
includes the assessment BfoposedProject impacts as a cumulative impact as discussed in
Section 3.1.3L, Cumulative Impact Analysis

Switchyard

Due to the global nature of the assessment of GHG emissions and tte efffglobal climate
change, i mpacts are analyzed from a cumulat:ii
analysis includes an assessment of switchyard impacts as a cumulative impact, as discussed in
Section3.1.34.
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3.1.3.5 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation

TheProposedProject would be consistent wiipplicable GHG reduction plarend theProposed
Projectwould avoid more GHG emissions than it would generidwerefore, impacts related to
GHG emissions would dess than significant

3.1.3.6 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

3.1.3.7 Conclusion

The Proposed Project would avoid more GHG emissions than it would generate resultesgin a

than cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative climate chege impacts.The
ProposedProject is also consistent with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted to
reduce GHG emissions, includir®B X1 2, SB 350, andSB 100, and County General Plan
Strategy A The Proposed Project also suppolhet s t he
ProposedPr oj ect ’ s a mo r,tdecommissioging,and topeuational emissions

including the loss of sequestered carbmould be758 MT COze per yearFurther, the Proposed

Project would avoid approximate96,733MT COze over its lifetimeafter subtracting total
ProposedProject GHG emissionsTherefore, theProposed Bject would make dess than

significant contribution to cumulative climate change impacts.
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Table 3.13-1
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sources in California
Source Category Annual GHG Emissions (MMBe2O Percent off otal
Transportation 176.1 41%
Industrial 98.8 23%
Electricity (in state) 42.9 10%
Electricity (imports) 25.8 6%
Agriculture 34.4 8%
Residential 30.1 7%
Commercial 215 5%
Total 429.4 100%
SourceCARR018
Note:MMT Cé&& = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year
Table 3.13-2
San Diego County Greenhouse Gas Emissions by Sectors
Source Category Annual GHE&missions (MMT G Percent off otal
Onroad transportation 14.4 42%
Electricity generation 8.3 24%
Natural gas end uses 2.9 8%
Offroad equipment and vehicles 1.4 4%
Civil aviation 1.9 5%
Industrial processes and products 18 5%
Waste 0.6 2%
Watethorne navigation 0.1 <1%
Ralil 0.32 <1%
Other fuels 1.58 5%
Agriculture (livestock) 0.05 <1%
Wildfires 0.28 <1%
Development (loss of vegetation) 0.18 <1%
Sequestration from land cover 0.66 2%
Total 34.5 100%

SourceEPIC 2013.

Note:MMT Ce&2 = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year

Table 3.1.33

Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

ca | CH \ NoO CQe
Emission Source Metric Tons per Year
Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.73
Energy 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.93
Mobile 217.08 0.01 0.00 217.31

Stationary 4.58 0.00 0.00 4.61
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Table 3.1.33
Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
co | CH | N0 | CQe
Emission Source Metric Tons per Year
Water 39.80 \ 0.01 \ 0.00 39.94
Subtota 281.39
Amortized Construction Emissions over 3 164.69
Amortized Loss of Sequestered Carbon over 242.94
Amortized Decommissioning Emigg@r35 Yeal 68.71
Total 757.73

Notes:CH. = methane; GO carbon dioxidgQe = carbon dioxide equivadledt= nitrous oxide

See AppendBfor complete results.
a  Emissions frome3ife considered an area source.

Table 3.1.34
Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

ca \ CHi \ NeO \ CQe
Year Metric Tons per Year
2020 267.40 0.03 0.00 268.22
2021 5,485.95 0.39 0.00 5,495.87
Total 5,764.09
Amortized Emissions over 35 Ye 164.69

Notes:CH: = methane; GO carbon dioxideQe = carbon dioxide equivalet = nitrous oxide
Construction emissions includer@i8sions from blasting activity.
See AppendBfor complete results.

Table 3.1.35
Estimated Annual DecommissioningGreenhouse Gas Emissions ProposedProject
ce | cH | NnO | coe
Year Metric Tons per Year
2057 240275 | 0.08 | 0.00 2,404.76
Amortized Emissions over 35 Ye 68.71

Notes:CH. = methane; GO carbon dioxideQe = carbon dioxide equivde@t= nitrous oxide
Construction emissions includer@i8sions from blasting activity.
See AppendBfor complete results.
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Table 3.1.36
Vegetation Removal- Estimated Loss of Sequestered Carbon
CQ Emissions Loss of Sequested
Vegetation | CalEEMod Vegetation Land Factor Carbon
Type Category (MT Coper acre] Net Loss (acres) (MT C@
Forest Land | Scrub 14.3 594.62 8,503.07
Amortized Emissions over 30 Ye 242.94
SourceCAPCOA 2017.

Notes:MT C@= metric tons carbon dioxide
See AppendBfor complete results.

Table 3.1.37
Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas EmissionrsSwitchyard

ca | ch | nO | coe
Year Metric Tons per Year
2020 33553 | 005 | 0.00 336.90
Amortized Emissions over 35 Ye 9.63

Notes:CH. = methane; GO carbon dioxideQe = carbon dioxide equivdedt= nitrous oxide
Construction emissions includer@iSsions from blasting activity.
See AppendBfor complete results.

Table 3.1.38
Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas EmissionrsSwitchyard
ca | CH | NeO | CQe
Emission Source Metric Tons per Year
Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.07
Mobile 10.03 0.00 0.00 8.81
Offroad 4.58 0.00 0.00 4.61
Subtota 20.15
Amortized Construction Emissions over 3 9.683
Total 29.78

Notes:CH. = methane; GO carbon dioxideQe = carbon dioxide equivde@t= nitrous oxide
See AppendBfor complete results.
a Emissions frome3ife considered an area source.

Table 3.1.39
Estimated Annual Operational and Avoided Greenhouse Gas Emissions
ca | CHi | NeO | CQe
EmissionSource Metric Tons per Year
Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.73
Energy 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.93
Mobile 217.08 0.01 0.00 217.31

Offroad 4.58 0.00 0.00 4.61
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Table 3.1.39
Estimated Annual Operational and Avoided Greenhouse Gas Emissions

co | CHi | N0 | CQe
EmissionSource Metric Tons per Year
Stationary 39.80 \ 0.01 \ 0.00 39.94
Subtotal 281.39
Amortized Construction Emissions &fears 164.69
Amortized Loss of Sequestered Carbon over { 242.94
Amortized Decommissioning Emissions over ! 68.71
Total 757.73
TotalProposedProject Emissions over-3BarLifetime 26,520.55
Total Avoided GHG Emissio 423,253.51
NetAvoided GHG Emissiof 396732.96

Notes:CH. = methane; GO carbon dioxidéQe = carbon dioxide equivdie@t= nitrous oxide
See AppendixaB AppendRfor complete results.
a  Emissions frome3ffe considered an area source.

Table 3.1.310
ProposedProject Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies
Measure
Scoping Plan Measure Number ProposedProject Consistency
Transportation Sector
Advanced Clean Cars T-1 ConsistentThePropose®r oj ect 6 s e mp |
purchasgehicles in compliance with CARB vehicle
standards that are in effect at the time of vehicle puf
LowCarbon Fuel Standard T2 ConsistentMotor vehicles driven b¥Pthpose&r o | €
employees would use compliant fuels.
Regionalransportatidtelated GHG Targe T3 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
Advanced Clean Transit N/A Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
LastMile Delivery N/A Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
Reduction in VMT N/A Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
Vehicle Efficiendgasures T4 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
1. Tire Pressure CARB from implementing this measure.
2. Fuel Efficiency Tire Program
3. LowFriction Qil
4. SolaReflective Automotive Paint ang
Window Glazing
Ship ElectrificatiorPatts (Shore Power) T5 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Table 3.1.310
ProposedProject Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Measure
Scoping Plan Measure Number ProposedProject Consistency
Goods Movement Efficiency Measures T-6 Not applicableThePropose@roject would noepent
1. Port Drayage Trucks CARB from implementing this measure.
2. Transport Refrigeration Units Cold §
Prohibition
3. Cargo HandliBguipment, Addiing,
Hybrid, Electrification
4. Goods Movement Systemwide Effici
Improvements
5. Commercial Harbor Craft Maintenan
and Design Efficiency
6. Clean Ships
7. Vessel Speed Reduction
HeawDuty Vehicle GHG Emission T-7 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent
Reduction CARB from implementing this measure.
1.TractoiTrailer GHG Regulation
2.HeavyDuty Greenhouse Gas Standa
for New Vehicle and Engines (Phase
Mediumand Heaviuty Vehicle Hybridizat T-8 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent
Voucher Incentive Proposed Project CARB from implementing this measure.
Medium and Hedyyty GHG Phase 2 N/A Notapplicable TheProposeBroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
HighSpeed Rail T9 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
Electricity and Natural Gas Sector
Energy Efficiendeasures (Electricity) E1 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
Energy Efficiency (Natural Gas) CR1 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.
SolaWater Heating (California Solar Initi CR2 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
Thermal Program) CARB from implementing this measure.
Combined Heat and Power E2 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
CARB froimplementing this measure.
Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by E3 ConsistentThePropose@roject would generate 90 M
solar energy to support the Renewables Portfolio St
Renewables Portfolio Standard (50% by N/A ConsistentThePropose@roject would generate 90 M
solar energy to support the Renewables Portfolio St
SB1 Million Solar Roofs E4 Not applichle. TheProposeBroject would not prevent
(California Solar Initiative, New Solar Ho CARB from implementing this measure.
Partnership, Public Utility Programs) and
Solar Programs
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Table 3.1.310
ProposedProject Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Measure
Scoping Plan Measure Number ProposedProject Consistency
Water Sector

Water Use Efficiency W ConsistentThePropose#roject would use water for d
suppression during construction and panel rinsing d
operation. The wateed would be sourced frogiten
nonpotable water wells.

Water Recycling W2 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Water System Energy Efficiency W3 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would rtevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Reuse Urban Runoff W4 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Renewable Energy Production W5 Not applicableThis measure applies to renewable er

within the water sector. Alogposefroject would not
prevent CARB from implementing this measure.

Green Buildings

1. State Green Building Initiative: Lead GB1 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent
Way with State Buildings (Greening CARB from implementing this measure.
andExisting State Buildings)

2. Green Building Standards Code (Gr GB1 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
New Public Schools, Residential and CARB from implementing this measure.
Commercial Buildings)

3. Beyond Code: Voluntary Programs { GB1 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
Local Level (Greening New Public CARB from implementing this measure.

Schools, Residential and Commercig
Buildings)
4. Greening Existing Buildings (Greeni GB1 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent

Existing Homes and Commercial
Buildings)

CARB from implementing this measure.

Industry Sector

Energy Efficiency &wBenefits I-1 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
Audits for Large Industrial Sources CARB from implementing this measure.

Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission -2 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
Reduction CARBrom implementing this measure.

Reduce GHG Emissions by 20% in Oil R N/A Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
Sector CARB from implementing this measure.

GHG Emissions Reduction from Natural -3 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent
Transmission and Distribution CARB from implementing this measure.

Refinery Flare Recovery Process I-4 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
Improvements CARB from implementing this measure.

Work with the locaildistricts to evaluate I-5 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent

amendments to their existing leak detect|
repair rules for industrial facilities to inclu

methane leaks

CARB from implementing this measure.
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Table 3.1.310
ProposedProject Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Scoping Plan Measure

Measure
Number

ProposedProject Consistency

Recycling and Wastenagement Sector

Landfill Methane Control Measure RW1 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Increasing the Efficiency of Landfill Meth RW2 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would rtevent

Capture CARB from implementing this measure.

Mandatory Commercial Recycling RW3 Consistent ThePropose#roject would recycle the
maximum extent that is feasible in accordance with
local regulations.

Increase Production and Markets for €or RW3 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent

and Other Organics CARB from implementing this measure.

Anaerobic/Aerobic Digestion RW3 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Extende®roducer Responsibility RW3 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Environmentally Preferable Purchasing RW3 Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent

CARB from implementing this measure.

Forests Sector

Sustainable Forest Target F1 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent

CARB from implementing this measure.
High GWP Gases Sector

Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems: H1 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent

Reduction of Refrigerant Emissiori$drom CARB from implementing this measure.

Professional Servicing

SFs Limits in Nedtility and Nen H2 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent

Semiconductor Applications CARB froimplementing this measure.

Reduction of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs in H3 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent

Semiconductor Manufacturing CARB from implementing this measure.

Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Prody H4 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent
CARB from implementing this measure.

Air Conditioning Refrigerant Leak Test D H5 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent

Vehicle Smog Check CARB from implementing this measure.

Stationary EquipmBefrigerant Managems H6 Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent

Prograr Refrigerant CARB from implementing this measure.

Tracking/Reporting/Repair Program

Stationary Equipment Refrigerant Manag H6 Not applicableTheProposefroject would not prevent

Prograrni Specifications fdommercial and CARB from implementing this measure.

Industrial Refrigeration

SFks Leak Reduction Gas Insulated Switch H6 Consistent TheProposefroject wouldse gas insulated
switchgear thevould be subject to CARB regulations
meet the leak rate mandates.

40% reduction in methane and N/A Not applicableTheProposeéroject would not prevent

hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) emissions

CARB from implementing this measure.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Table 3.1.310

ProposedProject Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies

Measure
Scoping Plan Measure Number ProposedProject Consistency
50% reduction in bleakbon emissions N/A Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent

CARB from implementing this measure.

Agriculture Sector

Methane Capture at Large Dairies

Al

Not applicableTheProposeBroject would not prevent
CARB from implementingrtiasure.

SourceCARB 2008, 2@l7

Notes:GHG = greenhouse gas; CARB = California Air Resources Board; N/A = not applicable; VMT = vehide milégrtraveled; SF

hexafluoride; PFC = perfluorocarbon; GWP = global warming potential.

Table 3.13-11

SanDiego Forward: The Regional Plan Consistency Analysis

Category

\ Policy Objective or Strategy |

Consistency Analysis

The Regional PlaRolicy Objectives

Mobility Choices

Provide safe, secure, healthy, afford
and convenient travel choices betvee)
places where people live, work, and

Not ApplicablelhePropose®roject woul
not impair the ability of SANDAG to prg
safe, secure, healthy, affordable, and
convenient travel choices between the
where people live, work, and play.

Mobility Choices

Take advantage of new technologieq
make the transportation system mor
efficient and environmentally friendly

Not ApplicableThePropose@roject woul
not impair the ability of SANDAG to tak
advantage of new technologies tolreak
transportation system more efficient arn
environmentally friendly.

Habitat and Open Space
Preservation

Focus growth in areas that are alrea
urbanized, allowing the region to set
and restore more open space in our
developed areas.

ConsistentThePropose®roject would b
located on currently disturbed land use
mainly for agriculture. Frapose@roject
would not impair existing open space.

Habitat and Open Space
Preservation

Protect and rest
canyong;oastlines, beaches, and wa|
resources.

ConsistentThePropose®roject would
primarilipe located on currently disturbe
land used mainly for agriculture. The
Propose®roject would not impair existi
open space.

Regional Economic Prospe

Investn transportation projects that
provide access for all communities t(
variety of jobs with competitive wage

Not ApplicableThePropose®roject woul
not impair the ability of SANDAG to iny
transportation projects available to all
members of timmmunity.

Regional Economic Prospg

Build infrastructure that makes the
movement of freight in our communi
more efficient and environmentally
friendly.

Not ApplicableTheProposefrojectioes
not propose regional freight movement
wouldit mpair SANDAGSO
and expand options for regional freight
movement.
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Table 3.13-11

SanDiego Forward: The Regional Plan Consistency Analysis

Category

Policy Objective or Strategy

Consistency Analysis

Partnerships/Collaboration

Collaborate with Native American tri
Mexico, military bases, neighboring
counties, infrastructure providers, thq
private sector, and lecahmunities

to design a transportation system thg
connects to the me#ggion and nation
network, works for everyone, and fos
high quality of life for all.

Not ApplicableThePropose@rojectvould
not impair the ability of SANDAG to prq
transportation choices to better conneg
San Diego region with Mexico, neighbg
counties, and tribal nations.

Partnerships/Collaboration

As we plan for our region, recognize
vital economic, environmental, cultur
and community linkages bettheeban
Diego region and Baja California.

Not ApplicableThePropose@rojectvould
not impair the ability of SANDAG to prq
transportation choices to better conned
San Diego region with Mexico.

Healthy and Complete
Communities

Create great péscfor everyone to live
work, and play.

Not ApplicableThePropose@rojectvould
not impair the ability of SANDAG to cre
great places for everyone to live, work,

play.

Healthy and Complete
Communities

Connect communities through a vari
transportation choices that promote
healthy lifestyles, including walking g
biking.

Not ApplicableThePropose@rojectvould
not impair the ability of SANDAG to co
communities through a variety of
transportation choices that promote he|
lifesyles, including walking and biking.

Environmental Stewardshij

Make transportation investments tha
result in cleaner air, environmental
protection, conservation, efficiency,
sustainable living.

ConsistentThePropose@rojectvould
support the gaslproducing clean energ
for sustainable living.

Environmental Stewardshij

Support energy programs that prom
sustainability.

ConsistentThePropose®rojectvould
support the goal of producing clean en
for sustainable living.

Sustainable Comiities StratedyStrategies

Strategy #1

Focus housing and job growth in
urbanized areas where there is exist
and planned transportation infrastrug
including transit.

Not ApplicableThePropose@rojectvould
not inclughousing or job growth.

Strategy #2

Protect the environment and help en
the success of smart growth land us
policies by preserving sensitive habi
open space, cultural resources, and
farmland.

ConsistentThePropose&roject would
primarilipe located on currently disturbe
land used mainly for agriculture. The
Propose®roject would not impair existi
open space.

Strategy #3

Invest in a transportation network thg
gives people transportation choices
reduces greenhouse gas emissions.

ConsistentThePropose®roject would
help reduce greenhouse gas emission
through the production of clean renewa
energy.

Strategy #4

Address the housing needs of all
economic segments of the populatio

Not ApplicableTheProposeé@roject woul
notimpair the ability of SANDAG to adq
the housing needs of all economic seg
of the population.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.1.3
Table 3.13-11
SanDiego Forward: The Regional Plan Consistency Analysis
Category Policy Objective or Strategy Consistency Analysis
Strategy #5 Implement the Regional Plan throug| Not ApplicablerhePropose@roject woul

incentives and collaboration.

not impair the ability of SANDA

implement the Regional Transportatior]
through incentives and collaborations.

Source SANDAG 2015

Notes:SANDAG = San Diego Association of Governments.
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